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. Dtveloprtient of the error prone modeI»(EPM) for the i98(^-&5 Validation criteria 
wastased on a comp^ison of the i9'S3«4^ EI^M.cfiterta and a newly estiipated £PM^ 
In addition! three, separate data bases were used in t^e developments . 

Them^ ^ 

• 1983-S'^ VaHdatlon Tables produced by.the Centra:|J»roceSsor 

• • A random sample oi^appUc^nts from the 19&2-S> processing y^ar/ 

>The development was sequential. , First the new EPM was estimated using the 
.1982-'&3'QuaIity Control Data Base and then-g^aluated u^ng the random sample fron) 
^ the 1982-^3 processor fUe. -- S&ohd, the existing (i^83«'&^) EPM was eyaluated, using 
the 1 9S2-$3 processor file and the 1 983-8^^ Validation Tables. ^ From the above two 
T evaluations^ the 10 best EPM groups were' selected: five" from the 1983-8* model and 
five from the new^ EPM. Thirty-six new groaps were formed l?y cotmbining the five 
groups (plus 4 residual group) ^rom each of the t^ 

Fronn the# 3^ groups, . the '*best" seven were selected as the i984>85 EPM 
validatiorv criteria. • V ^ " ^ 

' •■ V", . . • ,s ■ ' . ■ . • .;, 

■ - ■ ' ■ . ■ . - •■ * ■ ^ ^ ' - ■ . 

In tm* p&per we discuss the development of the new EPM, the comparison'of this 
' -new',model to' the existing model, ^nd the d^lopment of the final 198'^*85 EPM 
criteria. ' ) - ' . ' ' 



1,0 DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEW fePSi * ^^ " ^^^ 



> 

* 

5. . 



the development of the new EPM was based on the following procedures and 



assumptions: 



• A sample of 1982-83 Pell <3rant Recipients originally sfel^ted for the'PeU 
Grant Qual|ty Control 3tudy (Excludes eligible noti-reciplepts> was used for 

■.*■•■ -estimation' ■>. ■ » , 

. ... ■ ;. , . . , * ■ ; . • . . .. 

• Cas)ss assumed to have 'met the Pre-£stabfishcd Criteria (PEC) were 
. exciuded^from the Estimation data bas^ ' ' , H ^ 

. # "The model Is bas^d »on an "exploratory" data analyses approach enibedcie^ in 
the Automatic Inteciiction Detector (AID) software pacfe 

, • Values ' for vari^^les considered fdr creating.- spU'ts were' tak 
' first eUgibk ttansaction- **, . 

• Sample cases with <iep^ndem:y status error were excluded 

• De^ndency status vi(£|$ used 4s a forced spHt^ . V 

/ ' ■ ' ■ , : ' ■ 'I 

The "error definition used to develop the new EPM fiUly e^^loit^^he richness of 
th^ Quality Control Study data base. Error was defined''as ^e potentiil chahge in-tjiiP' 
Studeht Aid Index (S At) resulting from vaiid3tioi\ of ih«e following^ application Items: 

f / ■ • -\ 

■'■••» > - '\ 

^ • • . ♦ ^. ■ . • . 

• Adftisted Gross Income of <iepenBertt f>5irent5 or iridepend^t students 

• U.S* Taxes Paid by dependent p^ents or indcipendent students - ^ 
. • ' • Household Size of dependent par«^ or iitdependent studefrta 

• Student/Spouse Net Income for dependent, students. 

* This SAI change is measured as the difference between SAI on the first f Hgjble 
transaction and the SAI based on best values for AGI, Taxes Pald» Household Sizei and 
Student/SMuse Net Income. One atSsumptipn embedded in t|ls definition Is that 
validatldn^at the institution would' be. as effective irr uik^bverlng and removing SAT, 
error as the multi-faceted field work used in the Quality -Control Study. Furthermoref 
the' best value SAI was capped at- 1,600 points In order to restrict the measure to 
effective SAI changes. ' * ' * 

^ Forty-one application items were considered as po^ble variables' for predicting 
erfocs. ^ese variables are presented in Table 1., The variables Identify character?-^ 
istics of the case ^ family^ dependency sta^i» of the sti^eit» and' of th^ iflcom% 
wealth, and expense status of the students and parents. ' ° . 



TABLE t 



' ^ as Possible Splitting Var 



^ . ■ ■ ■• ' ■ '. * • ■ • . ' ' ■■ ■ 

Case Charaeieristlcs - - 

• Number of Transattiohs • 

' *"Ihcome Data from Filed or Estimated Return 

■* . ■ 

Whether Qase had Corrections • • 

• « ' Number of Comfnlfents I , 
. ^ • Application MDE Source ; 

• ' , SAI Value - 



> Fan'ity Chatacterls^ics 

• Parents^ M^iltai Status »• 
e <Hou$eH^ia6lze ; 

Number in' College' 

spendency Status ^ 

• Lived witik Parents, 1 9Sa 



• Clairhted P^ents, i9S2 

• As^ste€|Jby Parcftt% i982 

• • Uved with P^ent^ 

• Claimed by Parents, i 9S3i 

• ^y-A^sied by Parents, 19a3 
Dependency Status ' » 



• Number of Positive Responses td Dependency Question 



TABLE 1. 



Student Characteristics ' • 

• Age of Student 

: _ ^ . , ..... ^ . . ♦ 

• • Type of Otizenshigj Status , . 

• - Whether Student Income was Prospective or Retrospective 

• Marital Status . * ^ , ♦ 



Incortie Oraract^ristics 
\ ♦ Adjusted Gross^come 
V ' • : pI'^eF/Student Portion 
• Mo^er/Spouse Portion 



• Charige in AQl field 

# - Parent^ Social Security 



* Aid f^milies^wit^ 

• Other Nci^TpxaWe Income / 

• Student/S^use 6icor^ ' • 

• Studeht/Spduse jBstimated Income * 

• Fatber/StiKl^ Potion as f fercentage of AG! ' , 

Wealth Characteristie/ ' / 

• Student/Spouse Net Assets 

• ■ Cash;ai>d.'Savin^gs, _\. /' 

' • ■ \ 

• Net Home Value 



• f«tet Investment Value I 
, Net Business/Farm Value] 



TASLEl 



w • 



Expense Characteristics 

• ^^mbef of E>5emptions 
|temlzed;^Deductions 
Unreimbursect tuitiah 
Taxes as a percei^tatge of A'GI 
Medical Expenses as a piercentage of|AGI 
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. Figure 4 provides information on th^ eighte,en final groups which emergesi from 
the AID sequential search estimating procedure. These groups are defined by 13 of the 
application items^ enumerated in Table U The groups defined in Figure 1 are ordered 
by mean group error. For example, group 33 has the highest group error, 259 SAI 
points, and is thus Usted fft5§^^ 

The average net error,, cumulative net error, number of cases, and cumulative 
percent of c^^es for the IS final groups are presentd in T^Je 2. The entries in 
columns 3 and\5 are used to create the Lor«ize curve in Figure 2. Overall, the model 
appears to be ^te effective in that it identifies the 15 percent df the^ cases which 
account for over 50 percent of the cumulative net error. 



2.0 Evaluation of the New EPM 

4 

The average e^ors and groyp sizes shown in T^le 2 are bised on the 1982-83 
Quality Control Study sample of Pell prant recipients. -In order to evaluate the 
potential of the new EPM, its. ef f ectiver|ess was simulated by nmning the model 
against a random s&mple of eligible applicants from the 1982-83 processor, fUe. table 
3 presents the results of this ^mulatioft as well as the prediction from the QC data 
.base. • •' . ,.■ . , 

Review of Table 3 supports the following comments or a^Ii^oiss 

^ • While there are differences in the percentage of cases falling into specific 
gro^js, overall the predict^ selectlf^ are reasonably ckise to simulated 
^ seiectlons. , ^ 

• The columns headed "SAI Ertor" and "SAI Otange" are not directly 
comparable: ' " / 

. ■ • ■ ' ' * ■ 

SAI Error is measured for four items between valu^ on first 
transaction to "Best" values. f 
~ SAI <3iange is measured for all items from iirst to last m 

i ^ -SAI Change is considerably below SAI Error for most error-prohe groups: 

_ . .... ' , . • ' " 

- "Vafidation" and "QC Held Wo^ 

— SAI Change being below SAI error indicates, ^existence' of remaining 
error. I ^. _ i « - 

• SAI changa does not agree with the best conceptual criteria, Le., the 
change in the final 5AI induced by validation. - ' 



I ayes Biv«detf by 
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HedicsT tMf«se$ Of^Wcd 
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$A1 

fiiher or Student Porilmi 
Aut ^ 



Ite^ Oroop error 




.1$ aiid under 
Over 10 



Under 0 
over l*OS^ 



Statu* 

Uk^s OMded by AG^ 
U^iied OedMCifori^ 
tluiiS€)\otd sue 
L^eaptiims Minus Huusehotd, 

Medical Expenses Divided ^ 
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Portions Divided by ACi ' 
SAl 

f Aiber or Student Portion 
HuMber In Colte^e 

mi 

tUMbef of Coawents 
Utber Ii«-Tax4fble Inawe 



MeM'GnM^ Error 
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2 or over 



125 



0^>en|fent 
J5 and umter 
$0 or less 
^ br unde^ 

\ . 



.15 jm««r- 
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On^r 0 
; [«ot litis ii^ 



IIS 



SO or less 
f 0«er 5 - . 



1,006 or liss 

Under 9 
lo or less 



O^endent 

Q^zr to 

» ' ' ' 

Mfssfngt 
0 jand over 

V Ov<^ 0 



S8 



•Missings ar^ treated as Uk** luwwt catesory e)i<^t^diere olf«frifise stated. 
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: , - W^*' . BEST;COPY AVAiLASLE ipv^ 

DefliaUons of the Final fcro^ > ^ * 
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1 TABLE 2 . 

Error and Size Qprairteri$tics of the 
t%iatGk«ui» for the New EPU 



Group 




Average 
Net Error 



Cumulative 
Ntet Error % 



Number of 
. Cases 



239 




k% 


258 


. 19.5 


68 


193 


27.> 


61 


182 ^ 


33.2 


.46 


137 


. 42.8 


.103 


133 


i^7.7. 




125 




55 


122 


\ 57,1 


V 56 


•^11$ 




<^7 


-80 


^9.0 


149 


n 


82.2 


334 


37 


86. 5 


^ 172 


22 


S7.3 


<*9 


20' : 




123 


15 




327 




100.^ 


913 




100.* 


6<» 




tOOvt) 


130 



Cumulative 
Perceiit of fcases 

' /■^■■:i.5-',----' 

• 4l0 • ' 
-6.2 • 

11.5*. * 
13,4 . 
15.4 

19.1 

, 2^.4 ' 
36.4* 
^2.5 

• 44*3 : • 

60** , 
- -93.1 
95.4 

ioa.tf : ' 
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TABLE 3 , . 

COMPARISON OF PREDICTED AND SIMUtAfED 
OUtCOMESs EVALUATION OF NEW EPW 



PREDICTED 



PERCENTAGE 
OF CASES 

2.2 

■ V 
- 1.6 

3.7 ' 
/ 1.9 

2.0 
. 2.0 

1.7; 

:'■ ■■5.3 

12.0 
6.2 
1.8 

11.7 
32.7 
23 
*.7 




/ SAI 

Arror 



259 
258 
193 
182 

hi 

133 
125 
122 
119 
80 ^ 
58 
•37 
22 
20 

13 

t' 



SIMULATED 



PERCENTAGE 
OF CASES 



SAI 
CKANCSB 



16 







0.8 


' lli 


2.6 


l^^S 


1.7 


51 


4.9 

* 


25 


#.1 


25 


1.^ 


86^ 


2>3 


29 


1.7 


27 


-^•■^^ 


■' ' W 


12 7 


/ 


7.1 


23 


1.5 V 


U 






3.7 


10 


11.3 






19 


' t 




1.7 . 




6.1 ^ 


12 














% 
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Before'^changing irofT) the existing to th^ new EI'M, it was necessary to evajuate 
'the effgt^5*ehess of the existing EPM. Table V presents the results of using the/ 
existing model against the random sample -from the 1982-83 processor file. The final 
column of Table A presents the 1983^84 validationjesults for the first eight groujjs. It 
is these, eight groups Which represent life EPM validation criteria for l9$3-84. SAI 
changes shown in the last column are only for cases, submitting corrections, > , ^ 

■> ■ ' ■ ■'■■■■■■„■■'. .- '■ ' 

V Th« first group, 15, did qu|te well, having an average SAI chlnge 6f 73 for 1982- 
83 and an average SAI' change of 12^ |or 1983-8'^, the most error proh^ groups remain ; 
the first, listed groups In the Tables Similarly, the 1983-84 validation tables, as 
indicated in the last Columr^ also support the continued effectivenes^of the existing 
EPM. • ' ' ' \ . • ■ ; 

^ • . .. ■ ■ ^ V , ■ V ■ . , ^; 
4.0 Development of the 1984*85 EPM Vatidation Criterk I * 

The Validation Working Group met to review the materials presented up to this- 
point. The purpose of their deUberations Ws to arrive at the best poskble EPM 
criteria for 1984-85 given the dual constraints of data availability and time* It was 
deoij^ed to select t|ie best groups from each model. V 

In terms of the jNew EPM, best was defined as having high average SAI dianges 
based on thfe-simuiated results. A review, of the final column of Table 3 identified 
groups 33, $, 2h H and 22 as the best from the new El»M. * 

The choice Was more difficult with respect to the selectioi^ of the best grpups , 
for the existing EPM since there are two separate eff«:tiveness measures reported" in ' 
Table 4. Ck-oups 15, 21, and 25 are high on both criteria and were chosen as 3 of the 5 
best groups. Group 39 was highesf on the 1 9^-83 -meaaire of SAI change while group 
45 had the fourth highest 1983-84 SAI change falling just aftei^e three groups 
already selected. 

The^ two sets of 5-best groups altew for the possible construction of 36 unique 
groups^ Thus, the next task was to eva^i^te these 3$ groups with resiaect to average 
SAI error.' table 5 presents the results of crossing the 5 best, plus residual groups for 



# 



TABLED 



V • 



GROUP - 
NUMBER 

31 - 
41 ' 

39 
13 
35 
33 
*3 
19 
38 
24 

40 



42 
37 
44 
2S 
16 
3$ 



SIMULATION OF EXISTOIG 
ERROR PRONE MODEt 



1982^83 PROCESSOR FILE 

% OF S" 



CASES 

1.6 ^ 

1.7 : 

0.4 . 

2.9 

1.3 

1.7 
, .'2.3 ■ 

0.7 

1.4 

2.3 

4. '4 

8.7 
10.5 

3.3 
26.0 

1.9 
19.2 

4.3 ; 

0.8 

0.9 

1.8 

0.3 

1.3 



SAI 

•$1 

1 5% 21 



id 
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31 ' 
14 

88 
30 
12 
18 
29 
20, 
40 
37 
20 
17 
11 
33 
57 
28 
58 
^ 50 
9 

18 



0 



/ 



SAI 

CHANGtFOR 
CASES WITH 

CORRECTIONS 
• 1983-84 

423 
" 68 
69) 
14 

49 . 
42 : 
22 , 



. CBLL SIZES AND AVERAGE SAI CHAN<^; ^ 
BiEST NEW Citoui^ BY BgST EXISTING GROUPS 



NEWGROUI^ 



15 



'ptD GROUES 
n 25 



39 




OTHER 



TOTALS 



6,m 

' 358 



5,255 
53 



55,S66 
129 



m 



.r 2»52^ 
31 



1,283 
13* 



si2 



41^ 



4/ «5,677 

. 82' 




, 50;308 
'86 



22 



S,870 

m 



20,S00 
29 



^ 9,263 
. 5 



316,337 
25 



355,311 

5> « 



23 



S 



1,600 
85 



3,368 
89 



337 
*»66 



42,308 
47 



47,613 
5t 



f0 



33 



- 410 



1,516 
481 



18,021 
53 



2^,390 
114 



OTHER 



45,6^6* 

7^ 



29,592 
34 



10,139 
21 



31,748 
51 



32,169 

' 23 ^ 



2,104,455 ' 
18 



2,253,729 

; 20 



TOTALS 



45,626 

, 75 



48,484 
81 



10,139 
- 21 



65/1^ 
88 



47,866 
29 



2^^582,705 
23 



E^' 19 



— = empty set ' , - 

Ist line s n weighted.to total 2.8 ii^Hlion eligible applicants after screening out case's PEC or randomly valldatted 
2nd line s mean SA! chaqse^rom 1st eUgibte to last transaction. includes zero $AI qiange fof ^{^Ucants with 
' one eligible transaction 

, ■ • . ■ s ,■ «/■ ^ r . . ■ :\- . -20 



each m^et. The table-entries afe the numl^er of cases likejy tor be* selected ari^ 
average SAI change; for selected cases. Table 6 rearrangeSf by. average erroi;* 25 of the 
36 gfoups which are not empty. Table 7 contains over-and underaward averages fop 
these 25 groups. . " 



. Examination of Tables 5, 6* and 7 rfesulted in the following decisions^ 

• All cases satisfying the definition for niew group 5„sh(SU^ 

• Ail <»ses satisfying the definition for new group 33 should be selecfed« ^ 
All cases satisfying the def ir^lon f or*new group 11 * should be selected 

• Cases satisfying the old group 15 cllfinitiorf but not satisfying definitions 
- * for new group 5» 11,22, 23, of 33, should be Milected - 

• Cases satisfying old 'grouj? 21, but not new group^5, 1 1, or 23; should be 
'Selected ' ' ^ ■ 

• , Cas^ satisfying tire hew group 23 definition* but not the def ini:^ns for old 
•groups i5, ii, 25j 3V(;| #5^^^^^ 

• Cases satisfying the old group . 39 definition, but not definitions for hew 
. groups 5, U, or 33, should be selected. 

Tables S and 9 document the expected number of selections and resulting' 
changes for these eclectic groups. The definitions for these eclectic groups are 
enumerated in tlife '*19^#«S3 Vallcjation Criteria^ which is Inducted as Appendix A. ' 



■I . 



♦Given changes in the processing system, group U had to be somewhat redefined. 
This change is reflected In Appendix A. , ' ' ' 



TABLES 



AVERAGE AND CUMULATIVE ERROR ANb GASES FORV 
GROUPS BY BEST NEW GROUPS AND 

' ^EJBxISTING GROUPS. 



OLD 
GROUP 



39 

39 
21 
39 
21 

Other 
35 
21 

Other 
15 

'if 5 

Other 
39 

Other 
21 
21 
3? 

Other 
*5 
25 

Other 
#5 
#5 



CUMULATIVE' 
NET SAI 



CUMULATIVE 
NUMBER OF 



CHANC1& 


CHANGE % 


CASES 


nrOX 






- 


t Lk 


^ -ICO 


410 








* 5 5fi 

^* JO 










f %tL 




* * i£ AAA 


in 










fiA 71£ 


# 07 


JO iiif 


ftli ' 1 A/a 




tit £7 






23.62. 












7ft 57 


ii^ 9A^ 


'53 






-'^ 




*i A** tf 

' Z32,m31 


*7 


\ 3-^:68 ^ 


274,339 


34 


36.0^^ V 


303,9^1 * 


31 


36*15 


306,4^ ' 


29 


36.96 


327,257 


25 


'^7.63 


643,634 


. 23 


^*8.6* 
48.92 


675,803 


21 


685,942 


' 18 


99.97 


2,790,397 


5 


100.03 


2,799^60 


• -66 


ICKJ.OQ 


2,799,997 



^ % 0F 
" TOTAL 
CASES 

: 0.05 

^ 0.08 
0.15 
0.38 
0.53 
0.57 
0.89 » 
^2.98* 
3.00 
w 3.06 
. 4.69 
6.32 
6.51^, 
7.15 
8.29 
9.80 
10.85 
10.94 
11.69 
22.99 
24.14 
25.50 
99.57 • 
99.88 
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" ovBiAWARDS And underawards for groups formed by 

i ^ BEST NEW GROl^ 



NEW 
GROUP 



OLD 
GRbUP 



TOTAt 



UNDERAWARCfS 



NO 



OVERAWARDS ERROR 







N ,:■ 






Meah 

'■ ■ ■ " ^ ^ 


% 

, ■ . . 


Mean 




r 33 




..v> 

If 516 


481 






100 \. 


481 
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.1 98 W5 YAUDATION CRIT]|WA 



CaUTERIA 

• h ■ 



DESCRIPTON 



Random 1 
Raf^dom 2 
P€C Al 



PE<;A2 



PEC A3 



P£CA<^ 



PECA5 



PEC A6 



PEC A? 
1^ 



Every elig|ble tax'fUer. 

Every eligible non-tax filer. 

Any previous 'transaction rejected for the sum of portions being 
greater than 120% of AGI, and biiisiness/farm value and debt are any 
combination of bfcmks, negatives, and zeros (reject A), AGI (D2#) and 
portions (D2Sa and b) have been verified, axui tax return status is 
"completed," 

Any previous transaction rejectki for the sum of portions being 
greater thsin 120% of AGI, and business/farm value and debt are any 
combination of blanks, negatives, and zeros (reject A), AGI (024) and 
-"^rtions (2Sa and. b) have been verified, tax return status Is 
"estimated," and applicant is depemfent. — 

Any^j?EeviouS_transaction rejected for zert» AGI and the sum of 
portidhs is grater than zero (reject C), AG! fD2^> ami portions (D2&i 
and b) have been veriiied, business/farm value an^ jdebt are any 
combinatlor^of bt&nks and zeros, aftti applicant is dependent. 

Any piwious transaction rejected for reporled tax exceeding 
computed tax by $>00flr more (reject E), AGI (D2#) and taites paid 
(D25a) have been verified, applicant Is dependent, an^ tax return 
s^us is •♦completed." *. 



Any prwious transaction rejected for reported t2« 
computed tax by $300 or mdre (rejfect E), AGI (024) and 
(D23a) have l^een verlfkd, ^plicant is dependsit^i and 
status is 'Vstiimted*"' . «| 

Any previo^ transaction rejected for reported tax 
computed tax by $300 or more (reject E), AQI (D24> and 
(D25a)'have been Verified, applicant is independent, and 
status is ^'completed.'? 

"Any .previous transactlori r<?|^cted fc>|g rftported „tax 

computed tax by $300 or more (reject £), AGI (D24) and 
(D25a) have been verified, applicant Is Independent, fdnd, 
status is **estimated." ^ 



exceeding 
taxes paid 
tax return 

V 

exceeding 
taxes paio 
tax return 



exceedkig 
taxes paid 
tax return 



0f 
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CRITERIA 



DfeSGRIPTlON 



PEC AS 



PECA9 



PEC 6 
PECC 
PECG 

EPM 1 

EPM2 



EPM 3 



EPM* 



Any previous transaction rejected "for Social Security match and SAI 
calculated uskig reported SS is less than the SAI calculated using the 
SS file ^moun$ by more than 50 points or, if SAI cannot be calculated, 
the amount on t^ SS file exceeds the reported SS amount by $500 (D; 
or $100 (I) (reject F or G), and Social Security amount (D29a) has 
beenverifi^ . * 

'Any previous transaction rejected for Social Security match and SAI 
calculated using reported SS is less than SAI calculated using SS file 
amount by 50 points (reject F or G), and reported SS amount <D29a) 
has been corrected and new reported amount is less than the file 
amount by $500 (D) or $100 (D- ' 

,OR:,; , ■ . " , - ■ 

Any previous transaction rejected for Social Security match and SAI 
was not calculated and the reported SS amount is less than the SS file 
amount by $500 (D) or $100 (1) (reject F or O^ and reported SS 
amount (D29a) has been corrected and now S At calculated using 
reported SS amount is less than SAI calculated with SS file amount by 
more than 50 points. ' 

Any previous transaction has an SAT of greater than i^OO and current 
transaction has an SAI of less than 1500. 

The result of subtracting the current elig^iie SAI from the highest 
eligible SAI of ail previous transactions is greater than 99 {»ihts. 

Students released from the validation hold file automatkaiiy selected 
lor vaUdatibn f(k^e airr«it year; - 

De{:^dent student with taxes paid greater than 1 5% of A<^ 

Dependent student with taxes paid less than or e<|i»l ^ 15% of AGIt 
itemized deductions greater than zero,, household size greater than 
numbei: of exemptions, Ind sum of portions divided by ,ACI is 
negJiive, greater than or equalyto 0.51 and less than or eqiml to 0.95, 
or greater than 1.05. . . 

Impendent student with taxes paid less than or equsd to 1-5% ot AGI, 
itejrfiized dedi^ioits zero or. lesi,. SAI i& 1000 or les^, parents* 
marital status is married, household si^ is 7 or more, and AGlis 
$15,000 or more. 

fodepen^nt student whose portion Is greaM than 7^ ^Qk ^ 
greater than $4000, and tax return status is •'estimated/ Al^ ^ 
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CRItERIA DESCRIPTION . 

EPM> Dependent student who did not live with '|>srents in 19$? and tax 

return status is "estimated.** 

EPM 6 • Dependent student with taxes paid less than or equal "^to 15% of AGI, 
itemized deductions greater than zerS, number of exemptions Blank 
or greater than or equal to household size, and medical/dental 
. expenses are zero or less. (Excludes dependent students who did not 

/> live with parent^ in 1 983, tax return status is "completed," and taxes 

paid is greater than $300.) ► 

EPM 7. Dependent student who lived with parents in i 983, parents* marital 

status is not divorced, stucfent was not support$il by parent' in 1983, 
taxes paiil is greater than $1000, and. student's assets are equal to 
■ ' 'zero. ■ ' 

CY i The same defi^dency status in both years an4 70-90% 

taxes paid. 

CY 2 The same depender^ status in both y^s and the same nonzero ACil 

in both years. 

■ ■ ■ . ■ : • ' I ■ • • ' ■ ■ " ■ ' • . ' , ^ „ : ' ■ ■ 

CY 3 Independent status in both years and 80-100% decrease In othcj? 

■ ■ ',. ■ nontaxable income.'' • '■- ■, ■• .'" - . ;„ .■r^,. 

CY 4 the same dependency statics in both years a^d household size 

decreases by 3 or mor^ or Incareases by 2 or more. * ' v * 

QAS J Tax retwn status ii "Vlll not file" and tax filing status is tax filer. 

QAS 2 i ^ Tax rett^n static is^ bfenk, AGI is eqi^ to zero, and tax 
is tax filer, ' • 




QAS 3 Every eligible with cife^nship status of "eligible non^tizen." 
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